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HONORS THESIS ABSTRACT
In a court of law, the issue of a child giving an eyewitness account has been
debated among professionals. There is a significant amount of evidence
suggesting that children are unable to give a reliable account. Their cognitive
ability to perceive a questionable situation is not fully developed, and neither is
their ability to recall memories. In order to examine the different variables
surrounding this issue, a literature review was conducted. The results of
numerous studies suggest that although children may not be the most reliable
witnesses, sometimes they are the only witnesses. The following literature review
discusses the conditions under which children give the best recall, and under
which they give the worst. Future policies regarding protection of children in the
legal context, and all others involved in court cases involving children, may be
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Abstract
In a court of law, the issue ofa child giving an eyewitness account has been debated among
professionals. There is a significant amount of evidence suggesting that children are unable to
give a reliable account. Their cognitive ability to perceive a questionable situation is not fully
developed, and neither is their ability to recall memories. In order to examine the different
variables surrounding this issue, a literature review was conducted. The results of numerous
studies suggest that although children may not be the most reliable witnesses, sometimes they are
the only witnesses. The following literature review discusses the conditions under which children
give the best recall, and under which they give the worst. Future policies regarding children in
the legal context may be shaped from research such as the following.
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Children Giving Eyewitness Testimonies in a Court of Law
For years now, professionals and government officials alike have debated countless
issues in our legal system. One particular issue is of great interest to psychologists, however. The
issue is that of children giving an eyewitness testimony in a court of law. Many researchers have
provided evidence supporting the argument that children do not possess the capability to give an
accurate eyewitness account. Whether the child on stand is an innocent victim or witness, or a
suspect in a crime, his or her testimony should be judged with caution, as research shows
evidence against the reliability of such testimonies (Owen-Kostelnik, Reppucci, & Meyer, 2006).
Not only does research suggest that they do not possess the ability, but there are also many risks
related to their doing so.
This idea of limiting the amount of involvement children can have in the conviction of
criminal behavior exists to protect both children and adults. There have been countless examples
of innocent men and women who were falsely convicted of a crime, and unjustly punished
(Owen-Kostelnik et al., 2006). On the other side, there have been countless examples of men and
women who are guilty of committing a crime against a child who unjustly escape conviction.
Many times the consensus falls into the hands of only one witness-a child. It is not uncommon
for a child to be the only witness of a crime, specifically if the child is the victim. Therefore, it is
important to understand the conditions under which children give the best testimony, and the
implications regarding the issue. With a better understanding of this issue, hopefully measures
can be taken in the legal system to adjust laws and policies involving the child testimony
process. In the following literature review, I will examine the current evidence regarding this hot
topic, and explore the arguments in depth.
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Memory Development
Memory recall At the heart of this hot debate lies the issue of memory development in
children. When a child is placed on stand at a trial, he or she is given the responsibility of
recalling an event in order to bring the situation to light, and either defend or prosecute the
person on trial. Memory recall, or retrieval as some call it, is the retrieval of information that one
has previously learned or witnessed with any of the five senses. In order for memory recall to
occur, an individual must go through a process of encoding information, storing it, and then
retrieving, or recalling it (Alessi & Ballard, 2001).
Another important way to describe memory is by doing so through the information-
processing theory, which utilizes the terms short term memory and long term memory. This
process begins by information entering the brain through any of the five senses, where it is stored
for no longer than about one second (Alessi & Ballard, 2001). The information then can move to
the short term memory (STM), to be stored for about 30 seconds. This STM, also known as
working memory, can store up to seven to nine pieces of information at a time. How then, you
ask, can people remember things for long periods of time, and build a "memory"? This is done
through the transfer of information to the long term memory (LTM). It is important to keep in
mind that the STM and LTM are not physical regions of the brain that we can pinpoint (Alessi &
Ballard, 2001). The entire brain plays a part in making up the STM and LTM.
The process by which information moves from the short term memory to the long term
memory varies from time to time. There are different techniques that one can use to facilitate the
transfer-some of which are more successful than others. These strategies include rehearsing
information repetitively, thinking of different ways to code the information into the brain, and
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"chunking," which is a fancy term for grouping similar pieces of information together for easy
access next time the information needs to be retrieved (Alessi & Ballard, 2001). The key to
retaining information is to minimize the randomness of it all, and make it mean something. Once
it is made "meaningful," as Alessi and Ballard put it, it will then be easily accessible. Sometimes
the information may be stored, but if it wasn't chunked together properly, it gets lost in the
mixture of random memories, and can't be retrieved easily (Alessi & Ballard, 2001).
Age differences. There are different types of memory, and as children grow up and
develop a higher functioning brain, they develop more complex memory recall processes. For
example, infants develop memory in the first few weeks of life. They remember who mom and
dad are from the very beginning. But specifically, "recall memory" is not developed until about 6
or 7 months. The previously mentioned retrieval process is not fully developed until later in life,
which explains why adults cannot remember events that took place while they were infants
(Alessi & Ballard, 2001).
Looking at the bigger picture, memory develops as a function of brain development. In
Alessi and Ballard's review, they state that certain areas of the brain do not even finish
developing until adolescence. For example, the myelin sheath on the brain's neurons plays a vital
role in memory. The sheath serves to prevent electrical signals from randomly firing throughout
the brain. As the brain develops from infancy to childhood, and to adolescence, myelin sheaths
become more abundant, and therefore facilitate smooth and efficient transfer of electricity.
Research has shown that the levels of memory function and cognitive abilities in a child are
affected by the amount of myelinated neurons (Alessi & Ballard, 2001). There are certain
sections of the brain that don't finish myelinating until later childhood, like the corpus callosum
for example. The corpus callosum plays an important role in the brain, as it helps facilitate
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communication between the two halves of the brain, allowing for higher mental processes to take
place. It is not until around the age of 10 that the corpus callosum is fully myelinated (Alessi &
Ballard, 2001).
Simcock and Hayne (2002) researched the phenomenon that children are incapable of
verbally reporting experiences that may have happened to them before they developed the ability
to express themselves verbally. In other words, if the child had not developed language skills at
the time the information was encoded into the brain, they will not report the critical event.
Simcock and Hayne present us with the concept of childhood or infantile amnesia, which is the
term used when one cannot remember the events from infancy and early childhood. Originally
researched by Sigmund Freud, Simcock and Hayne reinforce this phenomenon as they provide
evidence stating that this childhood amnesia is related to language development.
It is widely accepted that adults can remember events of their own lives back to about the
age of 3 or 4. Childhood amnesia would then explain why they cannot remember events before
that. In their longitudinal study, Simcock and Hayne (2002) confirmed this idea.
How then, is it possible to elicit a testimony from a child when his or her memory may
not be fully developed? According to Goodman and Melinder (2007), memory recall can be
affected by prompting techniques. It makes a difference whether or not children are prompted to
retrieve information when prompted by verbal cues and questioning versus by play interactions.
Research suggests that younger children are not able to recall information when given verbal
cues as well as older children and adults are (Goodman & Melinder, 2007). This is why props
and play techniques are utilized, despite the controversy involving suggestibility (which we will
discuss later).
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Trauma and repression. As previously stated, research has provided us with evidence
stating that the memory functions of the brain are not localized to one section of the brain, rather
many regions of the brain playa part in memory. For the purpose of understanding memory
development in children, it is important to keep in mind that researchers have found significant
evidence suggesting that under stressful situations, such as trauma or sexual abuse, a type of
cortisol chemical is released in the brain. Once this chemical is released, the hippocampus region
of the brain is damaged, leading to memory loss, which is why people tend to not be able to
remember traumatic situations (Alessi & Ballard, 2001). It is important to take this into
consideration when evaluating the reliability of a child's testimony.
Cognitive Development
The issue of children giving an eyewitness account encompasses more than just their
ability to correctly recall the event. The ways in which children perceive an event as it happens
must not be overlooked. Essentially, no matter how well a child recalls an event, if he or she did
not understand the event or perceive it accurately the recollection will be of no value. This is an
issue of cognitive development. I will provide a brief overview of cognitive development in
children, and demonstrate its relevance to the legal issue at hand.
Pia get. Cognitive development in children has been studied for decades, with one of the
earliest researchers known as the Father of Developmental Psychology, Jean Piaget. Piaget's
widely accepted cognitive developmental theory has formed the framework for much ofthe
research conducted on memory development. In addition to Piaget's developmental theories,
modem research provides us with a look into the physical and chemical components of the brain.
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Between the two genres of research, we have physiological and psychological evidence to lend
to the case of children as eyewitness testifiers.
Before discussing modem research, let's take a look at Piaget's contributions to our
understanding of the cognitive development in children. Piaget uncovered a large amount of
information about how children perceive events as they witness them. Piaget suggests that all
children go through stages of cognitive development which he labeled the sensorimotor,
preoperational, concrete operational, and formal operational stages. Children between the ages of
1 month to 2 years go through the sensorimotor stage, and then enter the preoperational stage for
ages of 2-6. In this stage, children have a tendency to view the world from a limited perspective
(Alessi & Ballard, 2001).
Piaget used what he called the three mountain experiment to display this effect. In this
experiment, a child was shown a model of a mountain. On the side that the child sat at, a cross
was on the mountain. On the other side of the mountain sat a doll, however, on this side, there
was not a cross. The child was then asked to draw the mountain from the doll's perspective.
When the child drew the mountain from the doll's perspective, he still drew the cross in the
picture. This displays what Piaget called an "egocentric" point of view. The child has not
developed the ability to see things from another person's perspective (Alessi & Ballard, 2001).
Around the age of 7, children will enter the concrete operational stage. In this stage
children begin to be able to see other perspectives. They also understand the concepts of
conservation and reversibility. At this age children still can't understand the concepts of sarcasm
and satire, and they have a very literal understanding of the world. However, they begin to
organize information in a logical manner, unlike in the preoperational stage. Once children tum
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11 or 12, they begin to enter the formal operational stage, in which they finally understand more
abstract concepts (Alessi & Ballard, 2001).
What does all of this have to do with the recommended legal age of children giving an
eyewitness testimony in a court of law? All of the combined research shows us that children
perceive situations and events very differently than adults do, and may not be a reliable source
when questioned on a serious matter. However, this is not a perfect world, and we are not always
provided the luxury of having adult witnesses. Therefore, legal officials are forced to make do
with what they have, even ifthat only includes a child as a witness. With that said, there are
many techniques that can be used to increase the reliability of the child's testimony, and there are
many factors that can impede the reliability. We will examine many of these variables in the
following section.
Conditions that Impede Recall in Legal Situations
Suggestive techniques. One of the biggest risks in giving children the responsibility of
giving an eyewitness account is their susceptibility to suggestive techniques such as props, social
pressure, etc. It is not uncommon for both defense and prosecuting attorneys to utilize such
techniques when interviewing children in a court of law. Research has shown that the younger
the child is, the more easily he or she is influenced by suggestion, or in other words, the higher
the suggestibility. The controversy lies in the possibility that an interviewer may have the power
to change a child's memory, and convince himlher that he/she believes something that is not
true. It is not uncommon for a defense or prosecution attorney to practice such techniques in a
court oflaw, where they will do whatever it takes to accomplish their goal of winning a case.
The credibility of the witness is then measured by how easily swayed they are to suggestive
questioning (Cassel & Bjorklund, 1995).
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There are several factors that playa part in memory recall, such as the amount of delay
between witnessing the event and the questioning itself, who does the questioning, etc. (Cassel &
Bjorklund, 1995). Cassel and Bjorklund conducted an experiment that measured the abilities of
children versus adults to recall events (1995). What they specifically sought to examine was the
levels of suggestibility in children. In the study by Cassel and Bjorklund (1995), a typical trial
setting was simulated in an attempt to gain an accurate and reliable measure of how the memory
truly works.
Cassel & Bjorklund recruited 45 six-year olds, 45 eight-year olds, and 70 college students
(mean age of 21.9 years). All participants viewed a recording of a young boy and girl fighting
over a bicycle. Each age group was then divided into three different categories. There was a
control group, which was only interviewed directly after watching the video, and one month after
watching. There was also a Positively Led (suggesting a correct answer) group, and a Negatively
Led (suggesting a false answer) group. Both of these groups were interviewed an additional time,
with the interviewer suggesting either true events or false events. During each of the interviews,
participants were given the opportunity to provide a free recall, before they were asked for a
cued recall (Cassel & Bjorklund, 1995).
Participants were measured on the basis of how correctly they recalled the event.
Regarding the initial interview (the one that took place directly after watching the videotape), the
results showed a significant effect. Adults recalled a higher amount of correct information than
the 8-year olds and 6-year olds. Additionally, the 8-year olds recalled a higher amount of correct
information than the 6-year olds. Surprisingly, the amount of incorrect free recall was almost
non-existent for all age groups. One particularly interesting age difference was that adults were
less likely than children to respond incorrectly to unbiased cued recall questions. This could be
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due to the fact that adults may be more willing to admit lack of knowledge and select the "don't
know" option (Cassel & Bjorklund, 1995). Children, however, forgot more than adults when
they were interviewed one month after viewing the recording of the event. Therefore, we can
conclude that children and adults do not differ very much in accuracy when it comes to providing
a free recall eyewitness account, but if there is a long enough time span between the event and
the questioning, children will forget more than adults (Cassel & Bjorklund, 1995). The most
important finding of the entire study was that the children who were positively and negatively
led were shown to be more suggestible than the adults, with the greatest amount of suggestibility
lying within the 6-year olds (Cassel & Bjorklund, 1995)
Repeated questioning. Krahenbuhl, Blades, and Eiser (2009) bring up an interesting
subject to consider regarding children as witnesses in the legal system. According to their
research, Krahenbuhl et al. state that question repetition can have an effect on the accuracy of a
child's eyewitness account. In the UK, where the study was based out of, there are protocols that
courts must follow regarding the repetition of questions. It is recommended that a question is not
to be repeated too quickly after the first time, so as not to elicit a change in the answer. Experts
also suggest that if there is a need to repeat the question, the interviewer must explain his reason
for doing so to the interviewee.
To test this idea of how repeated questioning can affect the accuracy in children's recall
rates, Krahenbuhl and colleagues (2009) tested a sample of children between the ages of four to
nine. Consistent with most research on children in the legal context, Krahenbuhl et al. expected
the older children to have higher accuracy rates when responding to repeated questioning than
the younger children. The children in this study were grouped into three categories: ages 4-5,
ages 6-7, and ages 8-9. Children were given a live presentation by an actor about something
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irrelevant to the study. During the presentation, another actor entered the room, took a set of keys
sitting on the table, and left. One week later, the children were interviewed. Each child was
questioned regarding their experience viewing the presentation through a set of 60 questions, of
which 8 were repeated several times.
The results indicated two things. First, there was a significant effect of age group on
accuracy of responses. As predicted, the older children responded more accurately than the
younger children. There was a significant difference between the 4-5 year old age group and the
6-7 year old age group, as well as between the 6-7 year olds and the 8-9 year olds. Second, as
predicted, there was a significant effect of question repetition on accuracy of responses. There
was not, however, an interaction effect between age group and repetition on accuracy. The
results showed for all age groups that accuracy decreased after the first time the question was
repeated to the child. After the first repetition however, there was no effect of multiple
repetitions on accuracy and consistency of answers when the question was answerable,
regardless of the number of times the question was repeated. In other words, no matter if the
question was repeated a second, third, or fourth time, the accuracy and consistency of answers
did not decline with repetition. It was only the first repetition that had any effect. Multiple
repetitions did however have a negative effect on answers when they were unanswerable
(Krahenbuhl et al., 2009). We will discuss this effect in the next section. Krahenbuhl et al.
(2009) suggested that the pattern of changing answers may be a result of children thinking that
the interviewer must want a different answer ifhe/she is asking the same question again, and
thus cooperating with the perceived demands.
Conditions that Facilitate Recall in Legal Situations
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The "I don't know" option. In the same study by KrahenbUhl et al. (2009), children
were found to be less likely than adults to indicate that they do not know the answer to a question
while being interviewed. Research has also provided support for the idea that children are more
likely to say "I don't know" when they are initially told that is an option. For example, if
children are given a sample question, with example answers including "I don't know" as an
option, they are more likely to utilize that response.
The effects of not making it clear to the children that they have the option of saying "I
don't know" are quite serious. In the study done by Krahenbuhl et al. (2009), the effects of
multiple questioning were highly significant when children were asked questions that were
unanswerable (unlike the condition where questions were answerable, in which after the first
repetition, the consecutive questions thereafter had no effect on accuracy and consistency). In
other words, even if the child answered that he didn't know the answer to the question the first
time, when questioned a second time he may be convinced that his original answer wasn't good
enough, and thus prompted to give a different answer. This tendency is dependent on how the
child interprets the reason behind repetition. This is why laws in some countries are set in place
to govern questioning processes in a court oflaw, such as the law in the UK that states that a
reason must be given to the child for repetition of the question before the question is repeated.
Therefore we can conclude that when children are notified that they have the option of saying "I
don't know" as an acceptable answer, the reliability of their recollection increases.
Relationship with interviewer. Ricci, Beal, and Dekl (1996) explain that there are two
separate issues to keep in mind regarding children in the legal context: how they perform when
asked to identify a criminal, and how they perform when asked to give an account of the event in
question. Ricci et al. explain that according to previous research, adults are not much better than
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children at identifying a criminal in a lineup. They differ only in that children tend to incorrectly
identify an innocent as a criminal, whereas adults are more willing to admit that they do not
know.
This phenomenon could be partially due to the fact that children automatically as~ume
that if someone is standing in front of them asking them to identify the criminal, then they must
pick one (Ricci et al., 1996). Ricci et al. (1996) explain that children are subject to these social-
contextual implications, and cannot separate these implications from the evidence itself. Because
of this tendency, Ricci and colleagues hypothesize that children can also be affected by the
underlying implications oftheir relationship with the interviewer. They ran two experiments to
test this hypothesis--one testing children's recall of an event and identification of the perpetrator
(including both neutral and suggestive interview questions), and one testing the likelihood of
children to change their original selection of the lineup of perpetrators, with specific interest in
the parent vs. unfamiliar interviewer variable. In both experiments, the children were in
kindergarten, making them around 5.5 years of age.
Ricci et al. (1996) found significant evidence supporting the idea that children, when
interviewed by an unfamiliar individual, are more likely to give an accurate account than if they
were interviewed by their parents. They were also more likely to reject false suggestive influence
when coming from the unfamiliar interviewer than when coming from their parents.
Implications for children as witnesses
Experts' influence. Although this factor does not directly affect memory recall in
children, it can playa large role in the outcome ofthe trial. The amount ofthe expert's influence
on the situation is an important factor to consider when evaluating the reliability of a child's
eyewitness testimony. Experts include people such as social scientists, psychologists,
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psychiatrists, and other professionals who have their hand in the legal system. Many times
experts are consulted for professional opinions on issues such as child custody cases, child
victimization cases, etc. If these experts hold a certain bias, which they often times do, their
personal bias will override what the child may actually think or feel. Research indicates that
these experts are often responsible for the outcome in cases involving children as witnesses
(Goodman & Melinder, 2007). In a court of law, judges will rely on the decision of the expert
that was consulted to interpret the interview with the child. So as a mediator, the expert has the
power to sway the decision, and case studies show that they use this power to influence the
judicial system with their biases.
Short term effects on the child. Although we've examined the reliability of a child's
testimony in a court oflaw, we've spent little time discussing the implications for the child him-
or herself. Sometimes, depending on the situation, legal officials have no other choice but to call
on the testimony of a child. While this may bring to justice a guilty criminal, it may also have
negative long-term effects on the child. Goodman, Taub, Jones, England, Port, Rudy, Prado,
Myers, and Melton (1992) and Quas, Goodman, Ghetti, Alexander, Edelstein, Redlich, Cordon,
Jones, and Haugaard (2005) have researched this topic in depth, and we will discuss their
relevant findings.
Much of Goodman and colleagues' research is built around child sexual abuse cases
(CSA). Quas et al. (2005)point out that it is important to differentiate between the effects of the
abuse itself, and the effects oftestifying in court, and they control for this in their study. There is
an endless amount of research pertaining to stressful and traumatic situations (CSA, divorce,
death of parents, illness, etc.) and child developmental outcomes. However, we are specifically
interested in the effect that legal involvement can have on child developmental outcomes.
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Goodman et al. (1992) investigated the short term effects that legal proceedings can have
on CSA victims who testify. The study included a sample of children and adolescents between
the ages of 4 to17. To measure these short term effects, Goodman et al. (1992) measured the
sample three months after the testimony, seven months after, then once more after the case was
closed. Behavioral adjustment and disturbances were the first variables that Goodman and
colleagues looked at with regards to the child as a witness. Results indicated that these variables
were directly affected by the testimony experience compared to the control group.
One interesting finding, however, was that there did not appear to be age differences in
this particular finding. Goodman et al. (1992) expected one of two things to happen. First, they
expected the older children to have more behavioral disturbances, considering they would
understand the implications for their testimonies regarding the defendant. Second, they expected
that if the former was not true, that younger children would experience more behavioral
disturbances because of the confusion and emotional vulnerability they would be experiencing.
On the contrary, age differences were only present at the first follow-up (3 months). The middle
child group (ages 6-11) showed the least amount of behavioral disturbances with both poles (the
12-18-year olds and 4-5-year olds) experiencing the most. Most of these age differences
disappeared after the first follow-up. However, one age difference did stand the test oftime. The
subjects who experienced CSA as adolescents held on to the beliefthat the justice system was
unfair, even after the case was closed (Goodman et al., 1992).
Long term effects on the child. Quas et al. (2005), familiar with the Goodman et al.
(1992) research on the short term effects that making children serve as a witness in a court of law
can have, sought to examine what types of long term effects can result from such an experience ..
Goodman and colleagues were concerned with if and how the child testimony affects the child's
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future mental health, and also the child's future attitudes toward the legal system. It is important
to keep in mind that they were not predicting the effect of CSA on the child. The predictor being
examined is the actual event of the child testifying. With that said, Quas et al. (2005) used many
of the same subjects that were used in the Goodman et al. study in 1992.
Quas et al. (2005) found that the younger children who testified repeatedly in court cases
were more likely to have more severe internalized and externalized behavioral and mental health
issues later in life. These younger children were more likely to have mental health issues as
adults, years after the case was closed. Goodman et al. (1992) state that the adult mental health
issues were not related to the mental health of the child upon testimony, meaning that the issues
may be a direct result of the repeated testifying in court. Results also suggest that when the CSA
is extremely severe (including penetration, parental perpetrators, etc.), and children are forced to
testify about it repeatedly, the consequences include a complex of always feeling victimized,
even well into adulthood. These subjects also displayed an excessive amount of overt sexual
behaviors as adults.
While much of the evidence we have discussed point to the fact that there are many
negative implications for a child giving an eyewitness testimony, there is also evidence to
support the idea that children may also experience difficulties if they do not testify (Quas et al.,
2005). Results indicate that when the CSA was less severe (not parental, no penetration, etc.), or
when the defendant was not pronounced guilty and the child had not testified, he or she tended to
experience problems as well. Such problems include lack of confidence that people believe them,
anxiety over the outcome of the issue, and guilt that they could have done something more to
bring justice on the criminal.
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Implications for the defendant. Owen-Kostelnik et al. (2006) state that if children and
adolescents are not developed enough to be held responsible for their actions to the point of
capital punishment, then those children/adolescents do not possess the abilities to give an
accurate testimony. The issue of false conviction has even led to the creation of the Innocence
Project, which works with prison inmates to help them prove their innocence.
How Does this Research Benefit Society?
Based on the presented evidence, it is clear to see that one must take precautionary
measures when using children in a legal context. There is a large amount of research devoted to
the exploration of memory recall in children, which is a key factor to keep in mind when
considering the child witness. Equally as important is the child's level of cognitive ability. One
must possess the cognitive abilities to correctly perceive a situation, as well as recall the event.
Keeping the aforementioned in mind, there are things that court officials can do to
increase the reliability of a child's testimony. Research clearly warns against unnecessary
repetition of interview questions, as it can cause children to give false answers (Krahenbuhl et
al., 2009). Also, the relationship the child has with the interviewer is important. The child tends
to give a more accurate account ifhe or she is interviewed by someone other than a parent (Ricci
et al., 1996). It is important to keep in mind the suggestibility of the child during the interview
process. Children have a tendency to be extremely suggestible, depending on the way they are
interviewed (Cassel & Bjorklund, 1995). Depending on the bias ofthe interviewer, they can be
swayed to give an accurate account, or a false one.
While there is no exact age that children are ready to give a reliable testimony, research
agrees that the older the child is, the more likely he or she is to give an accurate account. Most of
the studies included in this literature review acknowledge adolescence as an appropriate age
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group for testifying in court. However, many times a young child is the only witness available,
and that one child could make a world of difference. Beyond the effect that the child witness has
on the defendants or anyone else involved in a legal matter, research also suggests that it is
necessary for children to have the opportunity to stand up to a perpetrator who has harmed them
in any way. Testifying in court is often the only opportunity that a child may have to do so.
In conclusion, further research on this topic would have a great effect on policies
regarding the child witness. With a better understanding of conditions that may impede or
facilitate the child witness experience, hopefully policies can be altered to protect those involved
in such court cases. These policies should exist to protect both the child and the defendant. As
psychological research expands, I predict that the connection between the legal system and
psychology will become more fluid. With more research on the reliability of the child witness, it
is ultimately my desire that research on the present topic advances so that justice will be served
and that the lives of the innocent people who cannot fight for themselves will be protected
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